




































2-30) Did the Applicant considel' following abandoned railroad right-of-way in determining 
the route? If so, for what reasons did the Applicant choose not to utilize it? 

RESPONSE: The Applicant did consider following abandoned railroad right­
of-ways as part of the routing process for the Project. Overall the preferred 
route selected reflects the best bahmce of the p1·oject routing criteria. 
Preliminary routes along abandoned railroad tr·acks were not cal'l'ied forward 
for the 1>referred route for a variety of reasons, including the fact that railroads 
tend to run through towns that the P1·oject would have to be routed around. 
Additionally, the terrain near abandoned railroads may have steep side slopes 
away from the railroftd bed that may not accommodate preferred construction 
or maintenance methods. In other arefts the abandoned railroad riglttMof-way 
have been completely plowed under by the landowner in some parcelst and a 
transmission line would therefore cut through the middle of a cultivated fields. A 
comment from mnny landowners was to follow field lines and section lines to 
avoid diagonally traversing ft cultivated field. 

2-31) Did the Applicant consider following railroad rights-of-way that are currently in use? 
If so, for what reasons did the Applicant choose not to utiljze them? 

RESPONSE: The Applicant did consider following active milroad rights-of­
way in the routing process for the Project. As stated in the response to Sblff's 
Data Request 2-30 1md 2-32, long stretches of routes along railroad tracks were 
removed from consideration for a variety of reasons, including the fact that 
railroads tend to run through towns that the Project would have to be routed 
around. It was also determined that construction of tlac transmission line would 
not be feasible along the raih•oad in the Waubay area due to the increasing water 
levels in the surrounding lakes. Field surveys confirmed that certain route 
segments along the raih•oad were also removed from considerntion becnuse of 
the presence of homes, businesses, and water challenges. The Project also 
considcrc_d the induction effects and the safety concerns presented by the Project 
being located psu-allcl to an existing railrond. 

Additional engineering challenges and safety concerns that were considered as 
well. As stated above in the answer to Staff's Data Request 2-30, the terrain neat· 
railroads may have steep side slopes away from the railroad that may not 
accommodate preferred construction or maintenance methods. In addition, 
railroad right-of-way widths vary along a railroad and it would be very difficult 
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to share rlght~ot~way wltlt a rath·oad. Therefore tbo transmission line would 
likely have many bends and inflections to follow the railroad right-of:.way, 
nud/or ho further out Into n cropped field in nrcas where the rlghtftof~wny is 
wider. And l'hudly, trnJns thnt dornil wJae1•0 ff transmission line runs )lftt•nllel t<• it 
cou•d potenthdly cause a dls1·uptlon In electrical sel'Vlee ftnd n safety hftZftrd 'f 
derailed cn1·s wot·c to colllde with n nearby trnnsmisston line st1·ucture. 

2w32) If induction of rails is a reason listed in the previous two questions, what steps could 
the Applicant take to mitigate issues with induction und, further, what impact would 
those steps have 011 prnjcct costs? 

UE~PONSE: The best metllod for 1·cducit1g the effects of induced voltage in 
parallel facilities such ns 1•1\ih•oads is to route the fl•ansmission line so thad it IR a 
safe distance nway fi•om the ridh·o1td or applicnblc pftrallcl facility. If n 
t1•nnsmission Unc remains close to the rllill'ond then n study must be pcrfm·mcd 
to evaluate Induced vultngo issues. Mitigation techniques and costs can Vfll'Y 

significantly depending on the results of the study and p11rticulm·s of the 
situation. Options for mitigation include: instnllatlon of ft grounding conductor, 
a·oplacem~nt or upgt•nde of 1·nlh·oad signnJing equl1>mcnt, Installation of AC 
drain fllte1·s, and reconfiguring the size of the signal ta·ack blocks. Costs can be 
into tile millions of dollars depending on tile level of mltigatlou required. 

- -----2..J3)-Ptw-the-suggesticm-by-M1·;-We1k-on-pages-l091IDCl-nOoftlie 1\oeraeen Pu6llc 
Henl'ing trnnscl'ipt, was a letter pl'Ovided to Mr. Feickert regarding disbursement of 
pl'oporty taxes? If so, plcnse provide the letter. lf not, please p1•ovide the information 
requested. 

Rl!fSJ>ONSE: A letter has been sent to Mr. Ji'clcl<ert, which b1 attached Rt BSSE 
323 to 328 nnd which contains the requested informntion as to tJ1c disbnrsemcllt 
of 1n•opc1·ty tnxcs. 

2-34) Al'e corner strnctures going to have guy-wires? If so, what additional impacts would 
guy-wires have on landownel's and/or furming operutions? Further, will the Applicant 
construct a corner structure without guy-wires should a landowner request such? 

RESPONSE; Corner structnrcs locatod on cultivated hmd will not hnve gnyw 
wires. Co1·1un· structnrcs located 011 no1Hmltivated IHnd could hnvc guy wires 
de1>cndlng upon tbc tc1•rJdn nnd locfttlon of tho sta·ucturc. If' n lnndown~r with 
co1·nc1· sh·uctures on non~enltivntcd Innd requests R sfl•ucturc without guyMwires, 
then the Pa•ojoct mny consider tlu\t 1·oquest on n cnse-by-t!ase bnsls. 
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STATE OF NORTH DAKOTA 

COUNTY OF ,~·qh 
) 
:SS. 
) 

Henry Ford, being duly sworn is the authorized agent of Montana·Dakota Utilities Co., 
for purposes of the response. 

He states that he does not have personal knowledge of all the facts recited in the 
foregoing Responses of Montana-Dakota Utilities Co. and Otter Tail Power Company to Staff's 
Second Data Requests, but the information has been gathered by and from employees, 
contractors of the owners of Big Stone South to Ellendale Project; and that the information in the 
is verified by him as being true and correct on behalf of the owners of the Big Stone South to 
Ellendale Project. 

Dated this 15th day of April, 2013. 

MON12 tAKOTA ~--

By . ~ 
enry ord 

It<> Director lee ric Transmission Engineering 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this t5'day of April, 2013. 

(SEAL) 
My Commission Expires: ----- ----

'f"'<Jll..alll~.,....,41.~.\\\\\ril/e..-.. ~hid~ 

SHELLEY R. VETTER 
Notary Public 

State of North Dakota 

21 

My Coinmhielon Expires May 10, 2019 
,....~~,..........~~ 



STATE OF MINNESOTA ) 
:SS. 

COUNTY OF Of-k..-. -p,,. / ..____.) 

Jason Weiers, being duly swom is the authorized agent of Otter tail Power Company, for 
purposes of the response. 

He. states that he does not have person.al knowledge of all the facts recited in the 
f01·egoing Responses of Montana-Dakota Utilities Co. und Otter Tan Powel' Company to Staff's 
Second Data Requests, but the information has been gathered by and from employees, 
contrnctors of the owners of Big Stone South to Ellendale Project; and that the information in the 
is verified by him as being true and cortect ·on behalf of the owners of the Big Stone South to 
Ellendale Project. 

Dated this l51h day of Ap1il, 2013. 

01TER TAIL POWER COMP ANY 

·~b>-
Subscribed and swom to before me tbis/5 _clay of April, 2013. 

t/~;t~J~~-
Notary PubJic 
(SEAL) 

My Commission Expires:W n . . ~iL ...2 tJ / s-
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I, Thomas J. Welk, do hereby certify that I am a member of the law firm of Boyce, 
Greenfield, i>ashby & Welk, LLP, attorneys for Montana-Dakota Utilities Co. and Otter Tail 
Power Company and that on this 15111 day of April, 2014, a tl'ue and correct copy of Montana­
Dakota Utilities Co. and Otter Tail Power Company's Responses to Staff's Second Set of Data 
Requests to Applicants Dated Mai·ch 10, 2014 was served via e-mail and first-class mail as well 
as a CD containing BSSE 64 to 267 and BSSE 329 to 331, for which confidential treatment has 
been requested, and a CD containing BSSE 268 to 328 was transmitted via first-class mail to the 
following addresses listed: 

Ms. Patricia Van Gel'pen 
Executive Director 
South Dakota Public Utilities Commission 
500 E. Capitol Ave. 
Pierre, SD 57501 
patty. vangerpen@state.sd.us 

Mr. Brian Rounds 
Staff Analyst 
South Dakota Public Utilities Commission 
500 E. Capitol Ave. 
.Pierre, SD 57501 
brian.rounds@stnte.sd. us 

Ms. Karen Cremer 
Staff Attorney 
South Dakota Public Utilities Commission 
500 E. Capitol Ave. 
Pierre, SD 57501 
kare11.cre1ner@state.sd. us 

Mr, Darren Kearney 
$taff Analyst 
South Dakota Public Utilities Commission 
500 E. Capitol Ave. 
Pierre, SD 57501 
Darren.keamey@state.sd.us 

And a true and correct copy of Montana-Dakota Utilities Co. and Otter Tail Power Company's 
Responses to Stafrs Second Set of Data Requests to Applicants Dated March IO, 2014 was 
served via e-mail and first-class mail as well as a CD containing BSSE 268 to 328 was 
transmitted via first-class mail to the following addresses listed: 

Ms. Jennifer Smestad 
General Counsel 
Otter Tail Power Company 
215 S Cascade St. 
Fergus Falls, MN 56538-0496 
jsmestad@ottertail.com 

Ms. Maxine Fischer 
Brown County Auditor 
25 Market St., Ste 1 
Aberdeen, SD 57401 
maxine.fischer@browncounty.sd.gov 
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Mr. Daniel S. Kuntz 
Associate Genernl Counsel 
MDU Resources Group. Inc. 
P.O. Box 5650 
1200 West Century Avenue 
Bismarck, ND 58506-5650 
dan.kuntz@mduresoyrces.com 

Ms. Sandra Raap 
Day County Auditor 
711 W. First St., Ste. 204 
Webster, SD 57274 
dcaud@itctel.com 



Ms. Karen Layher 
Grant County Auditor 
210 E. Fifth Ave. 
Milbank, SD 57252 
karen.layher@state.sd. us 
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M1·. Bob Pesall - Representing: Gerald Pesall 
Pesall Law Firm 
PO Box 23 
Flandl'eau, SD 57028 
bob@pesall.com 


